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Abstract
The current study tested a model of factors affecting cohabiting couples’
relational financial satisfaction, defined as the contentment an individual has with how
financial issues are handled within his or her domestic romantic relationship, and
examined the relations within these factors. This study was a cross-sectional online
survey of 266 participants (81% female; 85% Caucasian) recruited from listservs and
subsequent snowball sampling. Measures assessed couples’ financial strain, dedication
commitment, financial conflict, financial trust, financial equality and financial
communication. Relational financial satisfaction (RFS) was significantly related to
financial conflict, financial strain and dedication commitment. Financial conflict
mediated the association between financial trust and RFS, as well as between financial
communication and RFS. Financial trust and communication mediated the association
between financial equality and financial conflict. In addition, RFS was related to but
distinct from relationship satisfaction. This study revealed components important to
consider in the assessment and treatment of couples’ financial relationships.
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Relational Financial Satisfaction of Cohabiting Couples
The number of people choosing to cohabit with a romantic partner has increased
dramatically over the past several decades. More than half of all unmarried 20- and 30year-olds will live with a romantic partner at least once throughout their dating careers
(Bumpass, 1990), and over half of all married couples in the United States will live
together prior to marriage (Bumpass, Sweet, & Cherlin, 1991; Smock, 2000; Stanley,
Whitton, & Markman, 2004). Older couples, who have been widowed or divorced, often
choose to cohabit rather than to remarry (Kiernan & Estaugh, 1993; Wu & Schimmele,
2005). Finally, same-sex couples in the United States also cohabit at high rates, partly
due to being unable to have legalized relationships in nearly all fifty states (Blumstein
and Schwartz, 1983; 1990). Thus, cohabitation is becoming an increasingly normative
experience (Stanley, Rhoades, & Markman, 2006), and a legitimate relationship stage.
Couples choose to cohabit for a variety of reasons. Some individuals endorse
moving in together in order to test the relationship or as a way to spend more time
together (Axinn & Thornton, 1992; Bumpass et al. 1991; Rhoades, Stanley, Markman,
2009). Other couples report drifting into living with one another, whereas others cite
housing needs, convenience, and finances as primary reasons for cohabitation (Macklin,
1972; Manning & Smock, 2005; Rhoades et al. 2009; Sassler, 2004).
Regardless of whether or not couples cite finances as a reason for cohabitation,
one of the most notable changes they experience when moving in together is the instant
1

overlap of financial responsibilities. Couples have an immediate need to negotiate shared
household expenses such as paying the lease or mortgage, buying groceries and paying
the utility bills. Researchers have identified broad categories of domestic money
management to capture how couples organize their finances.
Domestic Money Management
The seminal research on domestic money management was designed to assess the
financial systems of married couples during a time when marriages were thought to
operate primarily under the traditional ideology of a male breadwinner (Pahl, 1983).
Pahl’s typologies have been modified over the years to be more inclusive of today’s
romantic partnerships, including cohabiting partnerships (Pahl, 1995). A brief description
of Pahl’s systems and a review of the literature using these systems are presented below.
Six broad money management systems have been defined (Pahl, 1983; 1989;
1995; Treas, 1993; Vogler, 2005). For simplicity, the first three systems are explained as
they were originally conceptualized, using heterosexual relationships with traditional
ideology of a male breadwinner and a female homemaker. These systems include: 1) the
female whole wage system: the male gives his wages, minus his own personal spending
money, to the female and she uses the money plus any income of her own to manage
household expenses; 2) the male whole wage system: the male has sole responsibility for
household expenses and a non-earning female partner may be left with little or no access
to personal spending money; 3) the allowance system: the male gives his partner a fixed
sum to cover household expenses and retains control of the remainder, again possibly
leaving a non-earning female with little or no access to personal spending money; 4) joint
2

pooling system: partners pool all or nearly all of the household income into a joint
account, partners have equal access to this money and decide together whether they
should contribute equally to the management of the joint account or if one or the other
should manage it; 5) independent management: both partners have their own incomes and
keep them in separate accounts, maintaining separate responsibilities for household
expenditures; and 6) partial pooling: partners pool a portion of their income (either equal
amounts or equal percentages of income) to pay for collective expenditures and keep the
rest separate to spend as they choose (Pahl, 2005; Vogler, 2005).
Most couples who utilize either whole wage system or the allowance system are
married (Heimdal & Houseknecht, 2003; Vogler, Brockmann, & Wiggins, 2006).
Couples who use the joint pooling system tend to be dual-earning married couples or are
cohabiters with children in the home (Kenney, 2004). Couples who employ independent
management or partial pooling most often are childless, unmarried cohabiters (Heimdal
& Houseknecht, 2003; Kenney, 2006; Treas & Widmer, 2000; Vogler et al. 2006).
However, qualitative researchers have discovered that after further inquiry,
couples who initially appeared to fit into one system oftentimes were better represented
by a combination of two systems or by a unique system altogether (Ashby & Burgoyne,
2008; Burgoyne, 1990; Burgoyne & Morrison, 1997; Vogler et al. 2006). Identifying the
best-fitting system was found to be the most difficult for couples who used variations of
the joint pooling, partial pooling or independent management systems, the systems used
by the majority of cohabiters. Therefore, Pahl’s categories are not considered
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comprehensive when attempting to capture domestic money management, especially for
cohabiting couples (Ashby & Burgoyne, 2008; Vogler, 2005; Vogler et al. 2006).
Moreover, these broad systems make reference to expense allocation, availability
of discretionary spending money, financial decision making, the responsibility of daily
expenditures, and whether or not the couple joins any resources. Unfortunately, these
variables are not systematically incorporated throughout the six systems. Thus, this
collection of broad categories offers a good starting point for the conceptualization of
financial relationships within domestic partnerships, but it is not complete. The next
necessary step in the study of financial relationships is to investigate the underlying
dimensions of financial management. These dimensions need to capture how couples
organize finances and should include perceptions of satisfaction with how couples
interact within the financial relationship. Therefore, the current study explored relational
financial satisfaction, defined as the contentment an individual has with how financial
issues are handled within his or her domestic romantic relationship.
Conceptual Model
The purpose of this study was to construct and test a conceptual model of the
factors associated with relational financial satisfaction (RFS) within cohabiting
relationships. The cohabiting population was specifically targeted because cohabitation
marks a significant increase in the intensity of a couple’s financial relationship. In
addition, the increasing prevalence of cohabitation makes it a unique stage in a couple’s
relationship and therefore warrants further investigation. The factors hypothesized to be
related to RFS, the rationale behind these factors and the related hypotheses are discussed
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below. Factors included: financial strain, and dedication commitment financial conflict,
financial trust, financial equality, and financial communication.
Financial Strain
Prior studies investigating the role of financial satisfaction in marital relationships
defined the term as access to financial resources and level of overall standard of living
(Alwin, 1987; Berger et al. 1988; Davis & Helmick, 1985; Gorman, 2000; Mugenda et al.
1990; Hsieh, 2000; Joo & Grable, 2004; Loibl & Hira, 2005). Researchers have shown
that couples who report lower levels of satisfaction with these components of finance
report lower levels of marital satisfaction (Koustaal, 1998; Locke, 1951; Locke &
Wallace, 1959; Schaninger & Buss, 1986; Stack & Eshleman, 1998) and more thoughts
of divorce (Grable, Britt, & Cantrell, 2007). Other studies of have shown that economic
hardship can lead to relationship instability by increasing the stress levels within and
between partners. In fact, couples with lower incomes are at greater risk for divorce
(Terling-Watt, 2001).
Cohabiters have greater rates of poverty (18-22%) than the national average
(12%), especially when compared to married couples (5%; Proctor & Delaker, 2003) and
thus have greater financial strain. Financial strain refers to the need to endure adjustments
to the household budget such as postponing medical treatments or reducing electricity
consumption due to lack of financial resources. Increased financial strain increases
partners’ stress levels (Broman, Hamilton, & Hoffman, 1990; Clark-Nicolas & GrayLittle, 1991), and financial stress is associated with decreased marital satisfaction and
stability (Kerkmann, Lee, Lown, & Allgood, 2000). Economic stress is related to
5

negative communication patterns with a concurrent decrease in positive communication
exchanges between partners (Conger, Elder, Lorenz, Conger, Simons, Whitbeck, Huck,
& Melby, 1990; Conger & Elder, 1994; Freeman, Carlson, & Sperry, 1993).
Financial strain likely decreases the satisfaction one is able to experience within
the financial relationship as the stress of the situation will impact even the most resilient
relationship. Almost one-third of couples seeking financial counseling report relationship
problems (Aniol & Snyder, 1997). The degree of financial strain experienced by partners
resides both within and outside of a couple’s relationship, meaning that external
circumstances may have caused financial strain or partners’ behavior may have led to
financial strain. Financial strain clearly has an impact on the financial variables within the
relationship. Therefore, I hypothesized that financial strain will have a direct, negative
effect on relational financial satisfaction.
Dedication Commitment
Couples who are more dedicated to one another have a stronger sense of couple
identity and tend to report expectations of being together in the future (Stanley &
Markman, 1992). This internally based form of commitment is called dedication
commitment and is related to higher levels of satisfaction within the relationship (Stanley
& Markman, 1992). This sense of unity and future forecasting captures one’s desire to
maintain or improve the quality of one’s current relationship. Greater dedication is
thought to be related to more investment in working as a team toward the improvement of
difficult issues (Stanley & Markman, 1992). Teamwork and the expectation of a
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continuing relationship was thought to positively affect the way couples handle issues
related to finance, as well.
Cohabiting couples have been shown to have lower levels of dedication
commitment than married couples (Stanley et al. 2004). Cohabiting couples may
therefore have additional challenges managing their financial relationship due to lower
levels of investment toward improving the current relationship. It is anticipated that less
dedicated cohabiting partners will be more dissatisfied with the financial aspect of their
relationship. The level of dedication commitment is thought to influence the relational
variables considered in this study. Therefore, I hypothesized that dedication commitment
will have a direct positive effect on relational financial satisfaction.
Financial Conflict
Couples inevitably argue about money matters regardless of household income
(Lawrence, Thomasson, Wozniak, & Prawitz, 1993). Thus, it is not whether they
experience financial disagreements but how problematic they perceive these arguments to
be (Dean, Carroll, & Yang, 2007; Stanley, Markman, & Whitton, 2002) and how they
handle this predictable conflict (Bowman, 1990; Boyd & Roach, 1977; Gottman, 1994;
Heavey, Layne, & Christensen, 1993; Markman, Renick, Floyd, Stanley, & Clements,
1993; Noller & White, 1990) which ultimately influences the quality of their relationship.
Financial issues are identified as one of the most frequently cited topics of marital
conflict (Burns, 1984; Cleck & Pearson, 1985; Kitson, 1992; Oggins, 2003; Stanley,
Markman, Whitton, 2002) and one of the top reasons given for marital dissolution
(Kitson & Sussman, 1982; Lawrence et al. 1993; Levinger, 1966; Terling-Watt, 2001). In
7

a recent qualitative study, cohabiting couples cited finances as a problem in their
relationship (Hsueh, Morrison, Rahbar, Doss, 2009). Couples who cite money as their
greatest source of conflict tend to have more negative patterns in their interactions
relative to those couples who cite other sources of conflict at the top of their problem list
(Stanley et al. 2002). These negative patterns include: conflict engagement (e.g. personal
attacks and losing control), withdrawal (e.g. refusing to discuss the issue further and
tuning the other partner out), and compliance (e.g. giving in and not defending one's
position), and are related to lower levels of satisfaction within the relationship (Gottman,
1994). One known reason for financial disagreement in marriages is the perception that
one’s partner is financially irresponsible (Amato & Rogers, 1997; Aniol & Snyder,
1997).
Irresponsible financial behaviors such as bouncing checks, making late credit card
payments, and overspending income are primary reasons for conflict and, ultimately,
relationship distress and dissolution. Individuals who report higher levels of conflict
intensity during financial disagreement typically report greater use of negative conflict
resolution styles (Stanley et al. 2002). As a result, they likely have trouble resolving
financial matters satisfactorily. The same topics of disagreement likely re-emerge and as
indicated, with greater intensity. If one’s partner is being irresponsible with finances by
not paying bills on time, not following a budget or not saving money, the partner’s
irresponsibility leads to greater conflict intensity and the use of negative conflict
resolution styles, ultimately decreasing one’s RFS. I hypothesized that financial conflict
(captured by perception of money as a relationship problem, negative financial conflict
8

resolution strategies, and financial irresponsibility of romantic partner) will have a
direct, negative effect on relational financial satisfaction over and above financial strain
and dedication commitment.
Financial Trust
A core dynamic within romantic relationships is trust (Siegel, 1990). Trust is
comprised of three main components: faith, dependability, and predictability (Fletcher,
Simpson, & Thomas, 2000; Wieselquist, Rusbult, Foster & Agnew, 1999). Trust in
intimate relationships is often reciprocated (Larzelere & Huston, 1980) and increases
security within a relationship (Stinnett & Walters, 1977). It enables one to feel
comfortable with the risks of closeness (Holmes, 1991). If one can believe that his or her
partner is consistently honest with earnings’ and spending reports, a foundation of trust in
financial issues is likely to be established. Honesty between partners will lead to positive
exchanges of financial information without a need to hide and protect such data.
Cohabiting couples may choose to make joint investments. However, the risk
involved when combining assets or making joint purchases is that if the relationship ends,
one or both partners could lose a portion of what they have invested (Lund, 1985).
Therefore, trust is necessary to make joint investments with one’s partner and is
considered a behavioral proxy for the level of trust within the financial aspects of the
relationship. I hypothesized that financial trust (captured by honesty and joint
investments) will have a direct, positive effect on relational financial satisfaction over
and above financial strain and dedication commitment.
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Financial Communication
Many couples transition into cohabitation without discussing what this change
may mean for the future of their relationship (Manning & Smock, 2005). We can
anticipate that many cohabiting couples may not have spoken about the financial
components of their relationship prior to moving in together. It has been hypothesized
that couples who transition into higher constraint positions (more overlap of resources,
social pressure to maintain relationship) without discussing the implications of this
transition are more likely to experience relationship disruption via more distress and
greater likelihood of dissolution (Stanley et al. 2006).
Approaching cohabitation with increased communication allows for negotiation,
mutual decision-making and an understanding of both partners’ expectations regarding
financial arrangements. It is anticipated that these discussions decrease the likelihood that
serious financial misunderstandings between partners will occur. This planning may also
lead to fewer and less intense emotional responses when couples are confronted with
novel financial issues or mismatched expectations, allowing partners to employ
constructive problem-solving applications (e.g. compromise and negotiation) to resolve
financial conflict. The degree to which couples discussed financial issues before moving
in together and the degree to which they currently use problem-solving during financial
conflict are anticipated to be related to satisfaction within the financial relationship. I
hypothesized that financial communication (captured by problem-solving during
financial conflict and the degree to which couples discussed finances prior to cohabiting)
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will have a direct, positive effect on relational financial satisfaction over and above
financial strain and dedication commitment.
Financial Equality
Cohabiters tend toward egalitarianism (Kaufman, 2000) and the notion that
romantic relationships should consist of a partnership between equals (Vogler et al.
2006). Cohabiting couples may seek to establish equality in two primary areas of their
financial relationship. The first area is in expense allocation, or paying the bills. To be
equal in this area is to make equal contributions to collective expenses (50/50), regardless
of a discrepancy in incomes (Brines & Joyner, 1999; Singh & Lindsay, 1996). Thus,
equality implies equal contributions to joint expenses rather than equal control over or
equal access to financial resources (Brines & Joyner, 1999). Cohabiting couples may
prefer equal financial contributions due to the lesser degree of certainty regarding
relationship stability and the lack of an enforceable contract for financial protection
should the relationship end as compared to a married couple’s legalized relationship
(Brines & Joyner, 1999). Just as cohabiting couples may prefer a more egalitarian
division of labor than married couples (Blumstein & Schwartz, 1983), it may follow that
an egalitarian division of financial responsibilities is preferred, as well.
The second area of consideration regarding financial equality is the equality of
financial decision-making. This is a challenging task to accomplish as couples often lend
more influence to the partner who contributes more money to the common pot
(Burgoyne, 1990; Burgoyne & Lewis, 1994; Vogler, 1998; Vogler et al. 2006). This
tendency to give more influence to the greater contributor is in line with the theory of
11

equity, which states that the distribution of rewards should be in direct proportion to
monetary contributions (Burgoyne & Lewis, 1994). Couples may reward the greater
contributor by giving him or her more decision-making power. However, even when
couples contribute equally to common expenses, they often do not have equal decisionmaking power (Fleming & Easting, 1994; Nyman, 1999), instead subscribing to the belief
that the majority-earner is entitled to or is perceived to be more capable of deciding how
money should be spent or invested (Ashby & Burgyone, 2008). This tendency toward
giving the partner with a larger income more decision-making power increases the
inequality of the relationship. The partner who makes less money but works just as hard
(or harder) may not like a partnership where money is valued more than hard work.
Therefore, how often financial decisions are ultimately decided by the couple as a team
versus mostly influenced by one partner likely impacts relational financial satisfaction. I
hypothesized that financial equality (captured by balance of financial decision and
balance of expense allocation) will have a direct, positive effect on relational financial
satisfaction over and above financial strain and dedication commitment.
Present Study
The present study was conducted in order to investigate the underlying
dimensions of cohabiting couples’ financial management and to identify how these
dimensions are related to satisfaction within the financial relationship. The conceptual
model is illustrated in Figure 1 and structural equation modeling was used to test the
hypothesized relationships. This model consisted of direct effects of four latent variables
(financial communication, financial conflict, financial equality and financial trust) on
12
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Figure 1. Hypothesized Mode l of RFS.
Note. For purposes of clarity, the double lines from the control varia bles indicate paths to all manifest variables.

relational financial satisfaction (RFS) and the direct and indirect effects of two manifest
variables (financial strain and dedication commitment) via the four latent variables on
RFS. According to this model, satisfaction is the result of an interactive process between
partners (financial communication, financial conflict, financial equality, and financial
trust), influenced by the participant’s level of dedication commitment toward the
relationship and the level of financial strain experienced by the couple, as reported by the
participant.
Consistent with the prior discussion of variables, financial conflict was measured
by perception of money as a relationship problem, negative financial resolution
strategies, and partner’s financial responsibility as perceived by the participant. Financial
equality was measured by the balance of expense allocation and the balance of financial
13

decision making between partners. Financial trust was measured by the degree to which
the participant perceives her self and her partner to be honest with income and expenses,
in addition to the number of joint investments the couple has made together. Financial
communication was measured by the degree to which finances were discussed prior to
cohabitation and the ability to utilize problem-solving during financial arguments.
Hypotheses
On the basis of the proposed theoretical model (Figure 1), the following
hypotheses regarding relational financial satisfaction (RFS) have been established:
1. Hypothesis 1 (H1): Financial strain will have a negative, direct effect and an
indirect effect on RFS.
2. Hypothesis 2 (H2): Dedication commitment will have a positive, direct effect and an
indirect effect on RFS.
3. Hypothesis 3 (H3): Financial conflict will have a negative, direct effect on RFS.
4. Hypothesis 4 (H4): Financial trust will have a positive, direct effect on RFS.
5. Hypothesis 5 (H5): Financial communication will have a positive, direct effect on
RFS.
6. Hypothesis 6 (H6): Financial equality will have a positive, direct effect on RFS.
7. Hypothesis 7 (H7): Financial conflict will be negatively related to financial trust,
communication and equality.
8. Hypothesis 8 (H8): Financial equality, communication and trust will all be positively
related to one another.
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9. Hypothesis 9 (H9): RFS will be positively related to but distinct from relationship
satisfaction (RS).

15

Method
Participants
In order to qualify for participation in the study, individuals had to be unmarried,
cohabiting with a romantic partner, 18 years or older, and proficient in English.
Participants included a sample size of 266 individuals (215 women, 81%) with the
following ethnic distribution: .4% Native American, 1.9% Hispanic, 3.4% Asian, 3.4%
biracial, 5.6% African Americans, and 85.3% White, non-Hispanic. There were 210
heterosexual participants (169 female) and 56 sexual minorities (46 female). Participants’
education varied: 1.1% of participants did not have a high school diploma; 28.6% had a
high school diploma; 33% had a bachelor’s degree; and the remaining 37.3% had
graduate education. The average age of the participants was 31.4 years (SD= 10.1) and
they had a median annual income between $30-35,000 with their partners bringing in a
median annual income of $40-45,000. Participants were paid, on average, for 31.8 hours
(SD = 18.1) of work per week and their partners were paid, on average, for 36.7 hours
(SD = 18) of work per week. Almost one-fourth of the participants had children living in
the home, 24%, and just less than half were currently enrolled in school, 46%.
Participants defined their cohabiting relationship in the following ways: in a committed
life partnership, 40%, exclusively dating one person, 34%, engaged, 24%, casually
dating, 1%. Of the 65 engaged individuals, 29% of them were engaged prior to
cohabitation. None of the participants endorsed that it was likely that they would break16

up, 58% reported that it was likely or very likely that they would stay together forever;
43% reported that they were likely to very likely going to get married.
Procedure and Measures
Participants were recruited through posted description of the study posted on a
diverse range of listservs: Smartmarriages,
http://lists101.his.com/mailman/listinfo/smartmarriages; the Alternatives to Marriage
Project, http://www.unmarried.org/atmp-talk-guidelines.html; The Psychology of Women
Resource List, http://www.apa.org/divisions/div35/powr-l.html; The Women of Color
listserv, http://listserv.uri.edu/archives/awp-woc.html; Social Psychology Network online
studies, http://www.socialpsychology.org/addstudy.htm; and Psychological Research on
the Net sponsored by Hanover College Psychology Department,
http://psych.hanover.edu/research/exponnet.html. Snowball sampling was also used as
participants were encouraged to forward the survey link to other cohabiters. Participants
completed the questionnaire online and were offered the chance to win a $100 gift-card in
a lottery drawing held at the completion of the study. The survey was estimated to take
no more than 45 minutes to complete.
Demographic information. Participants completed a 27-item demographics
questionnaire to gather descriptive information about the individuals within the couple
(Appendix A). This information included partners’ age, gender, ethnicity, education,
income, sexual orientation, family financial support, religiosity, number of children,
hours worked during the week, unpaid work hours, number of hours in school, life
satisfaction, and gender role ideology.
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Relationship characteristics. Participants completed a 21-item questionnaire to
gather descriptive information about couples’ relationship (Appendix B). This
information included: how the participant defines his/her relationship; the length of the
relationship before and since cohabitation; whether or not the couple was engaged prior
to cohabitation; where the couple moved together (one or the other’s existing home or a
new home); the participant’s living situation prior to moving in with his/her partner; the
participant’s perception of the likelihood of a marriage, breakup and life-long partnership
between the partners; the degree of commitment of each partner; and whether or not the
participant has ever lived with another romantic partner prior to the current relationship.
Finally, the Relationship Problem Inventory was included to rate the intensity of the
following problems on a scale from 0 (not at all a problem) to 10 (a severe problem):
communication, relatives, sex, religion, recreation, friends, drugs and alcohol, children
(or potential children), and jealousy (Knox, 1971). This scale has shown adequate
reliability (Gottman, Markman, & Notarius, 1979). Participants rated communication as
the number one relationship problem.
Relationship satisfaction. Relationship satisfaction was measured with a single
item, slightly adapted, from the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (Appendix C; Spanier, 1976).
This item asks participants to describe “how satisfied are you with your present
relationship, all things considered” on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (extremely
unsatisfied) to 7 (completely satisfied). This single item of satisfaction has been found to
provide high levels of information about individuals’ relationship satisfaction across a
broad range of relationship functioning (Funk & Rogge, 2007).
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Financial strain. Financial strain was assessed using the 11-item financial
adjustment measure (Appendix D) from Wadsworth (2003) adapted from Conger & Elder
(1994). Using a four-point scale (1-Never; 2= Sometimes; 3=Often; and 4=Very Often),
participants were asked to indicate the frequency with which financial adjustments have
been made in order to make ends meet within the last six months. Sample items include:
postponing medical care and selling possessions. Internal consistency was satisfactory
(Cronbach α = .86).
Dedication commitment. This 14-item Dedication Scale (Appendix E), was taken
from the revised Commitment Inventory (Stanley & Markman, 1992), and was used to
measure dedication commitment. Each item was rated using a seven-point Likert scale
from 1 (not a consideration) to 7 (definitely) to how strongly participants agree with the
idea expressed. This questionnaire is composed of four scales: Couple Identity (the
degree to which an individual thinks of the relationship as a team), Relationship Agenda
(the degree to which a person wants the relationship to continue over time), Satisfaction
with Sacrifice (the degree to which people feel a sense of satisfaction in doing things that
are largely or solely for their partners' benefit), and Alternate Monitoring (level of
monitoring of potential, alternative partners). Internal consistencies of all four scales
were satisfactory (Cronbach’s α s >.85). For simplicity of data analyses, scales were
combined into one large scale, dedication commitment, and the internal consistency
remained satisfactory (Cronbach’s α = .78).
Financial joint investment checklist. Joint investments of the couple were
assessed using this 25-item checklist (Appendix F; Rhoades, Stanley, & Markman, 2007).
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Examples of joint investments include: purchasing furniture for the common areas of the
house, buying a pet and opening a joint bank account. This measure has demonstrated
high reliability reflected by high within-couple agreement, r (120) = .82, and acceptable
internal consistency (for men, α = .78, for women α = .79). Internal consistency in the
current study was satisfactory (Cronbach α >.80).
Financial conflict resolution styles inventory: self-report on self and partner
(CRSI; Kurdek, 1994). This 32-item questionnaire was adapted to assess for conflict
resolution styles utilized during financial disagreements only (Appendix G). Four items
for each of the four conflict resolution styles (Positive Problem Solving, Conflict
Engagement, Withdrawal, and Compliance) were measured for both partners. In the first
section (CRSI-Self), participants indicated how frequently (1=never through 5=always)
they use each of 16 techniques to deal with financial arguments and disagreements with
their partner. In the second section (CRSI-Partner), participants rated a parallel set of
items to indicate how frequently their partners use the 16 techniques when engaged in
financial arguments and disagreements. Internal consistencies of all 8 tactic scores were
satisfactory (all Cronbach α s >.79).
A principal components analysis with an oblique rotation of the eight conflict
resolution style scores (four for each partner) was conducted (Kurdek, 1995). Two
eigenvalues, accounting for roughly 62% of the variance (compared to 67% of the
variance when not reducing the factors in this way), were greater than 1.00. The first
factor was defined by partner’s conflict engagement, partner’s withdrawal, participant’s
conflict engagement, participant’s withdrawal and participant’s compliance. This factor
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will be referred to as the composite of negative financial conflict resolution strategies.
The second factor was defined by participant and partner problem-solving. The second
factor will be called positive problem-solving during financial conflict. The only style not
included in the final two factor structures was partner’s compliance.
Money Management Questionnaire: Measurement Development
Participants’ money management was assessed using the 44-item Money
Management Questionnaire (MMQ; McDunn, 2007) (Appendix H). This questionnaire
was developed after a thorough review of the literature on money management within
romantic relationships. A series of brainstorming sessions were conducted in order to
assist with item development. Colleagues who work in the financial realm and
psychologists who study romantic relationships or psychometrics participated in these
brainstorming sessions.
Once the sample items were developed, colleagues again looked over the
questionnaire and provided feedback. A large number of redundant items were
eliminated, several items that were confusing were reworded, and new questions were
added in order to enhance the thoroughness of the survey. The questions were then
compared with the original list of topics generated from the brainstorming sessions in
order to establish content validity.
This questionnaire asked participants: 1) the degree to which they discussed
finances prior to cohabiting; 2) the perception of money as a relationship problem
experienced within the relationship; 3) the balance of financial decision making between
partners; 4) the balance of expense allocation between partners; 5) the financial
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responsibility of the self; 6) the financial responsibility of the partner; 7) the financial
honesty between partners; and 8) the satisfaction of the financial relationship.
The degree of financial discussion prior to cohabitation. Participants were asked
the degree to which partners discussed financial arrangements prior to moving in with
one another. This one item was measured on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 (no financial
issues were discussed) to 5 (all financial issues were discussed).
Perception of money as a relationship problem. The Relationship Problem
Inventory was adapted to measure money problems independently from other relationship
problems (Knox, 1971). Therefore, the participant’s perception of the intensity of money
problems within their romantic relationship was included on this questionnaire.
Participants were asked to use the 0 (not at all a problem) to 10 (a severe problem) scale
to rate the intensity of money problems in their current relationship on one item.
Participants ranked money as the second most problematic area in their relationship,
second only to problems with communication, as mentioned above.
Balance of financial decision making and expense allocation between partners.
The data on the 7 items related to both balance variables were recoded to measure the
degree to which decision-making and expense allocation were done collectively. The 7point Likert scales measuring the degree to which the partner (1), and to the degree to
which the self (7), is responsible for decision-making and expense allocation were
converted to 4-point Likert scales measuring the degree to which only one partner (1), to
both partners equally (4), complete the tasks. Principal axis analysis with oblique rotation
was performed on the 7 items measuring balance within the financial relationship. A two22

factor solution was indicated, using the criteria of eigenvalues > 1 and inspection of the
scree plot. The two factors were: (1) the Balance of Financial Decision Making,
comprised of the degree to which both partners decide: how to budget, how bills and
entertainment expenses will be allocated and what large-ticket items will be purchased,
and (2) the Balance of Expense Allocation, comprised of the degree to which partners
equally pay for bills, entertainment and household items. The two factors were
moderately correlated, r = .39, p < .001. Internal consistency was satisfactory for the two
factors (Cronbach α >.78 and α >.82, respectively).
Financial irresponsibility. Self and partner financial irresponsibility were
measured by 8 items (4 for each partner) related to paying bills on time, budgeting,
spending and saving money. Participants were asked to indicate the degree of
responsibility of themselves and their partner on a 5-point Likert scale (1=irresponsible to
5=very responsible). Principal axis analysis with oblique rotation was performed on 8
items measuring financial responsibility of the participant and partner. Two factors were
successfully extracted, using the criteria of eigenvalues > 1 and inspection of the scree
plot. The two factors included: (1) the romantic partner’s financial irresponsibility,
captured by the degree to which the partner saves money, pays bills on time, and the
participant’s perception of the partner’s financial responsibility, and (2) the participant’s
financial irresponsibility, captured by the degree to which the participant pays bills on
time and their own perception of responsibility. Internal consistency was satisfactory for
the romantic partner’s financial responsibility (Cronbach α =.77), but was marginal for
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the participant’s financial responsibility (Cronbach α = .63). Only partner’s responsibility
was used in subsequent analyses.
Financial honesty. Honesty within the financial relationship was measured by five
questions using a 5-point Likert scale (1=not at all forthcoming to 5=very forthcoming).
Two questions ascertain how forthcoming the participant is with his/her partner on
earning and spending behaviors; two questions ascertain the participant’s perception of
how forthcoming his/her partner is in reporting earning and spending behaviors; and
finally a general question with how much the participant trusts his/her partner when it
comes to financial matters. Internal consistency was satisfactory (Cronbach α >.80).
Financial satisfaction. Throughout the survey, participants were asked three
questions about level of financial satisfaction in their cohabiting relationship (RFS). Two
of the questions were duplicate questions placed at different points throughout the
questionnaire: “Are you satisfied with how you and your partner manage money as a
couple?” Both used 5-point Likert scales, but with different anchors (1=Not at all
satisfied to 5=Very satisfied) and (1=Never satisfied to 5=Always satisfied). The final
question, “How satisfied are you with the financial arrangements with your partner, all
things considered?” used a 7-point Likert scale (1=Not at all satisfied to 7=Very
Satisfied). Values were centered and averaged. Internal consistency was satisfactory for
financial satisfaction (Cronbach α = .88).
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Results
Preliminary Analyses
Data Preparation and Descriptive Information. The average rate of missing data
across all 266 participants was 11%, which is considered a moderate degree of missing
data. Missing scores were estimated using the multiple imputation program NORM
(Schafer, 1997) and a total of ten data sets were imputed. Analyses were run on all ten
data sets and the results presented represent the average outcome of the ten data sets.
Data were checked and cleaned for outliers and univariate normality. Outliers
were identified and adjusted by equating extreme values to scores ±1.5 times the
interquartile range, below the 25th percentile or above the 75th percentile. After adjusting
for outliers, all items and scales had acceptable levels of skew (absolute values less than
3; Curran, West, & Finch, 1997) and kurtosis (values less than 10; DeCarlo, 1997). No
other transformations were required to meet the statistical assumptions necessary to
perform SEM. Descriptive statistics are provided in Table 1 and alpha coefficients of the
scales are provided in Table 2.
The correlations for the control and financial variables were examined to
determine the associations among them. The correlations are found in the upper right
triangle of Table 3. In addition, the partial correlations of the variables after controlling
for financial strain and dedication commitment are found in the lower left triangle of
Table 3. As expected, relational financial satisfaction (RFS) was significantly correlated
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Table 1
Means and Standard Deviations of Financial and Demographic Variables
Variable
M
Financial Strain

a

SD

1.77

0.56

Dedication Commitment b

5.77

0.91

Finances Discussed before Cohabitation c

0.77

0.42

Degree of Discussion before Cohabitation d

2.60

1.19

Financial Joint Investments e

9.24

4.71

Perceived Financial Conflict Intensity f

3.58

2.73

Problem-Solving Composite d

3.53

0.94

Negative Financial Conflict Resolution Strategies d

1.66

0.61

Balance of Expense Allocation a

3.91

1.61

Balance of Financial Decision Making a

3.32

0.69

Perceived Financial Responsibility of Self d

3.72

0.56

Perceived Financial Responsibility of Partner d

3.43

0.80

Financial Trust d

4.25

0.69

Relational Financial Satisfaction b

4.53

1.28

Relationship Satisfaction b

5.63

1.15

Number of months before cohabiting

31.94

20.37

Number of months since first moved in together

47.15

34.00

Note. Financial Variables are averaged across 10 datasets. Demographic Variables are
from the pre-imputed dataset.
a
= Score (1-4). b = Score (1-7). c = 0 (No), 1 (Yes). d = Score (1-5). e = Score (1-25). f =
Score (1-11).
N = 266.
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Table 2
Alpha Coefficients for Scales
Scale
Financial Strain
Dedication Commitment
Relationship Agenda
Couple Identity
Satisfaction with Sacrifice
Alternate Monitoring
Financial Conflict Tactics Scale
Financial Problem-Solving during Conflict
Self Problem-Solving
Partner Problem-Solving
Negative Financial Conflict Resolution Strategies
Self Dominance
Self Avoidance
Self Subordination
Partner Dominance
Partner Avoidance
Partner Subordination
Joint Investments Total
McDunn Balance
Financial Decision Making
Financial Expense Allocation
McDunn Responsibility
Self Financial Responsibility
Partner Financial Responsibility
McDunn Financial Trust
McDunn Financial Satisfaction
Note. Alpha coefficients are averaged across 10 datasets.
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α
0.86
0.78
0.97
0.86
0.90
0.88
0.87
0.85
0.89
0.84
0.80
0.80
0.86
0.89
0.88
0.85
0.81
0.78
0.82
0.63
0.77
0.81
0.88

Table 3
Correlations between Study Variables with Partial Correlations of Study Variables Controlling for Financial Strain and Dedication Commitment
Variables
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
1-Financial Satisfaction
--.25*** .24*** -.71*** .39*** -.57*** .14*
.44*** .60*** .43*** .57*** -.42*** .46***
2-Financial Discussion before Cohab. .12*
---.00
-.21** .19** -.17* .11*
.17** .13*
.05
.12*
-.14* .11
3-Financial Joint Investments
.20** -.06
---.10
.18** -.05
.09
.14*
.11
.23*** .25*** .02
.27***
4-Money as a Problem
-.59*** -.13* -.04
---.25*** .54*** -.10
-.31*** -.49*** -.31*** -.35*** .52*** -.28***
5-Problem-Solving Composite
.32*** .15*
.11b
-.14* ---.35*** .08
.23*** .24*** .25*** .31*** -.12
.28***
b
6-Negative Conflict Strategies
-.49*** -.11
-.03
.44*** -.26*** ---.07* -.25*** -.34*** -.29*** -.35*** .38*** -.33***
7-Balance of Expense Allocation
.23*** .13*a .13*a -.12
.11
-.18** --.39*** .14*
.17** .01
-.02
-.10
8-Balance of Financial Dec. Making
.45*** .13*
.11b
-.27*** .17** -.30*** .41*** --.31*** .31*** .28*** -.12
.16*
9-Financial Responsibility of Partner
.47*** .05
.07b
-.39*** .15*
-.30*** .19** .27*** --.29*** .33*** -.34*** .26***
10-Financial Trust
.38*** -.01
.21** -.20** .15*
-.22*** .24*** .28*** .21*** --.40*** .12
.33***
11-Relationship Satisfaction
.44*** .07
.16** -.29*** .10
-.18** .08
.28*** .22*** .21*** ---.17* .66***
12-Financial Strain
---.08
13-Dedication Commitment
--Note. Zero-order correlations are presented above the diagonal, and partial correlations controlling for financial strain and dedication commitment
are presented below the diagonal.
N = 266.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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with each of the variables included in the analyses. The perception of money as a
relationship problem was positively related to partner’s financial irresponsibility,
financial strain, and negative conflict resolution styles. Financial strain was positively
related to negative conflict resolution styles.
Demographic and Relationship Variables.

This sample was not representative

of the United States’ cohabiting population in terms of gender and sexual orientation. The
current sample was 81% female and 79% heterosexual, compared to the cohabiting
population which is roughly 50% female and 89% heterosexual. According to the annual
report of the Census Bureau, 13.6 million people were living with different-sex
unmarried romantic partners (6.8 million couples, inherently 50% male) in the United
States in 2008. In 2007, the American Community Survey showed estimates of over 1.5
million people living with a same-sex partner (750,000 couples, about 11% of the
cohabiting population, unsure of the gender breakdown). In addition, 85% of the current
sample was Caucasian compared to the United States with a rate of 74% White, NonHispanic. However, the following findings were thought to be worth reporting as they
may provide insight into the development of future studies.
Demographic and relationship differences in key variables were examined with a
series of independent samples t tests across the following groups: gender (male, female),
ethnicity (white, ethnic minority), sexual orientation (heterosexual, sexual minority),
children in the home (no children, children), prior cohabitation experiences (no, yes), and
whether or not there was an expectation to stay together for the rest of their lives
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(likely/very likely vs. neutral/unlikely/very unlikely). Analyses resulted in 114
comparisons, with 30 revealing significant differences. Findings are shown in Tables 4-6.
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Table 4
Significant Differences by Gender and Ethnicity
Variable

Gender
Female
N=215
1.81

Financial Strain
Dedication Commitment
Degree of Discussion before Cohabitation
Joint Financial Investments
Perceived Financial Conflict Intensity
Problem-Solving Composite
Negative Financial Conflict Resolution Strategies
Balance of Expense Allocation
Balance of Financial Decision Making
Perceived Financial Responsibility of Self
Perceived Financial Responsibility of Partner
Financial Trust
4.34
Relational Financial Satisfaction
Relationship Satisfaction
Age
30.25
Income
25-30k
Years of schooling
Number of months before cohabiting
Number of months since first moved in together
Note. Only the significant differences are currently captured in the table.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Male
N =51
1.63 *

4.11

Ethnicity
White
N=227
1.75
5.80

Ethnic Minority
N=39
1.96 *
5.20 ***

3.33

3.08

*

4.62

3.99

***

*

33.43 *
50-55k ***

Table 5
Significant Differences by Sexual Orientation and Children
Variable
Sexual Orientation
Hetero
Sexual minority
N=210
N=56
Financial Strain
Dedication Commitment
Degree of Discussion before Cohabitation
Joint Financial Investments
8.81
11.06 ***
Perceived Financial Conflict Intensity
Problem-Solving Composite
Negative Financial Conflict Resolution Strategies
Balance of Expense Allocation
Balance of Financial Decision Making
Perceived Financial Responsibility of Self
Perceived Financial Responsibility of Partner
Financial Trust
Relational Financial Satisfaction
Relationship Satisfaction
Age
Income
Years of schooling
Number of months before cohabiting
Number of months since first moved in together
Note. Only the significant differences are currently captured in the table.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Children
No children
N=203
1.73

Children
N=63
1.91 *

3.69
4.33

3.33
4.15

35-40k
11.56

25-30k *
9.44 ***

*

Table 6
Significant Differences by Prior Cohabitation and Expectation of Together Forever
Variable
Prior Cohabitation
No
Yes
N=141
N=125
Financial Strain
Dedication Commitment
Degree of Discussion before Cohabitation
Joint Financial Investments
Perceived Financial Conflict Intensity
Problem-Solving Composite
Negative Financial Conflict Resolution Strategies
1.59
1.73*
Balance of Expense Allocation
Balance of Financial Decision Making
Perceived Financial Responsibility of Self
Perceived Financial Responsibility of Partner
Financial Trust
Relational Financial Satisfaction
Relationship Satisfaction
5.76
5.33*
Age
27.6
34.5***
Income
Years of schooling
Number of months before cohabiting
35.00
27.00***
Number of months since first moved in together
Note. Only the significant differences are currently captured in the table.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Together Forever
No
Yes
N=55
N=111
1.93
1.74 *
4.62
6.00 ***
6.63
4.96
3.16
1.84

9.97 ***
3.10 ***
3.65 **
1.60 **

3.00

3.37 **

3.02
4.06
-.72
4.00

3.76 ***
4.36 **
.19 ***
5.97 ***

37.20

49.75 *

Females reported more financial strain and financial trust than did males. Females
were also younger, with lower incomes than male participants. Sexual minorities reported
more joint investments than did heterosexuals. Participants with children reported more
financial strain and lower RFS than did those without children. Ethnic minorities reported
more financial strain, less dedication commitment, less equality of financial decisionmaking, and less RFS than did Caucasian participants. Participants who had cohabited
with another partner previously were more likely to report use of negative resolution
strategies and lower relationship satisfaction than those who had never cohabited before.
Prior cohabitation was also associated with being older and having a shorter relationship
prior to the onset of cohabitation.
Age was negatively related to RFS, equality of financial decision making, and
discussing finances before moving in together and positively related to the number of
joint investments. Education was positively related to equality of expense allocation,
financial trust, the length of relationship before and since cohabitation, and negatively
related to use of negative resolution strategies. Time since the onset of cohabitation is
negatively related to the degree of financial discussion prior to cohabiting and positively
related to the number of joint investments.
Participants who reported being likely or very likely to stay together for the
remainder of their lives reported less conflict, with more communication and trust.
However, this variable is significantly correlated with dedication commitment, r = .57, p
< .001, and therefore was thought to already be accounted for in the model.
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Financial Variables. In order to determine whether or not the balance of expense
allocation between partners is simply a function of the similarity of partners’ incomes,
these two variables were correlated. The balance of expense allocation and income
similarity are significantly correlated, r=.17, p < .01. However, only 17% (N=45) of the
sample reported splitting expenses equally, with only 25% (N=11) of those reporting
incomes within $5,000 of one another. Thus, of the 16.5% (N=44) of participants who
reported having incomes within $5,000 of one another, the majority did not split expenses
equally. The remaining 34 participants who split expenses 50/50 had income differentials
ranging from $5,000-$55,000. In addition, income and the equality of financial decisionmaking were not significantly correlated.
Primary Analyses
Analyses of the Hypothesized Measurement Model. Structural equation modeling
was performed using AMOS (Arbuckle, 2003). To test the hypothesized model, I
followed a two-step procedure, first estimating the measurement model, then testing the
structural model. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to examine the fit of
the scales with each hypothesized latent construct. The Maximum Likelihood (ML)
method of parameter estimation was used and all analyses were performed on the
variance-covariance matrix. The adequacy of model fit throughout the results presented is
based on the chi-square statistic and three fit indices (Browne & Cudeck, 1993; Hu &
Bentler, 1999; McDonald & Ho, 2002): 1) the comparative fit index (CFI) greater than
.90; 2) the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) less than .08 (Byrne,
2001); and 3) the non-normed fit index (NNFI or Tucker Lewis Index, TLI) of .95 or
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greater. In addition, one parsimony fit index was reported, the Akaike Information
Criteria (AIC), for comparisons of parsimony across models. A nonsignificant chi-square
indicated a good model fit yet this particular fit index is often interpreted with caution
due to the sensitivity of significance testing related to the size of the sample.
The hypothesized measurement model captured in Figure 2 consists of four latent
factors represented by circles and nine manifest items and scales represented by
rectangles.
All latent variables were allowed to correlate with one another and their means
were fixed at zero. The CFA model indicated an acceptable fit for the hypothesized
model, χ2 (21, N=266) = 31.03, p=.08, CFI = .97; RMSEA = .04; TLI = .95. Standardized
factor loadings ranged from .29 to .95. The four latent financial variables were
moderately to strongly correlated with one another with absolute standardized β weights
ranging from β = .42 -.70. The strongest correlation was between financial conflict and
financial communication. The factor loadings, covariances and fit indices for the
measurement model are shown in Table 7. All factor loadings were statistically
significant. This model provided strong support for the construct validity of
measurements used in this study.
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Figure 2. Four-Factor Measurement Model: Confirmatory Factor Analysis.
Note. Error terms have been omitted for simplicity.
Note. χ2 (21, N=266) = 31.03, p=.08; CFI = .97; RMSEA = .04.; TLI=.95; AIC=97.03.
tp < .10. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 7
Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates for a Four-Factor Measurement Model: Confirmatory Factor Analysis
Measurement Model 1
Parameter
Conflict  Perceived Intensity of Financial Conflict
Conflict  Negative Financial Conflict Resolution Strategies
Conflict  Romantic Partner’s Financial Responsibility
Trust  Honesty
Trust  Joint Investments
Equality  Balance of Financial Decision Making
Equality  Balance of Expense Allocation
Communication  Problem-Solving during Financial Conflict
Communication  Discussion of Finances Before Cohabitation

Standardized
Coefficients (w/cont)
Factor loadings
.79
(.55)
.67
(.56)
.58
(.44)
.79
(.84)
.29
(.23)
.95
(.97)
.41
(.41)
.57
(.50)
.35
(.28)

Unstandardized
Coefficients (w/cont)
1.00
0.85***(1.01***)
0.73***(.80***)
1.00
0.37* (.27)
1.000
0.44** (.42***)
1.00
0.63***(.56*)

Covariances
Correlations
Equality  Communication
.45
(.36)
.24*** (.18)
Trust  Communication
.48
(.26)
.21*** (.11)
Conflict  Communication
-.70
(-.57)
-.31*** (-.16)
Equality  Trust
.42
(.32)
.31*** (.26)
Conflict  Trust
-.52
(-.39)
-.32*** (-.18)
Conflict  Equality
-.42
(-.44)
-.31*** (-.24)
Note. Fit Indices: Note. χ2 (21, N=266) = 31.03, p=.08; CFI = .97; RMSEA = .04.; TLI=.95; AIC=97.03.

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Standard
Error(w/cont)

.10
.09

(.16)
(.14)

.15

(.18)

.13

(.06)

.18

(.25)

Std. Err.
.06
.06
.06
.06
.06
.06

Hypothesized Structural Model, Model A: Testing Direct Effects of the
Independent Financial Variables. The hypothesized structural model, Model A, is
presented in Figure 3. The direct effects of each of the four latent financial variables—
financial conflict, financial equality, financial trust and financial communication—on
RFS were assessed while controlling for dedication commitment and financial strain (see
Figure 3). The postulated path model fit the observed data to an acceptable degree: χ2
(28, N=266) = 45.17, p=.06, CFI = .98; RMSEA = .05; TLI = .95. The results supported
the hypothesized direct influence of financial conflict on relational financial satisfaction
(RFS). However, financial communication, financial trust and financial equality did not
have significant, direct effects to RFS as originally anticipated. Table 8 displays the
unstandardized and standardized regression weights, standard errors, critical ratios, pvalues and correlations of this structural model.
Nested Model, Model B: Removal of Financial Conflict. Post-hoc model
modifications were performed in an attempt to develop a better understanding of how the
variables related to one another. Due to the significant degree of overlap between the
three remaining financial variables and financial conflict, β’s = .42 - .70, in addition to
the large association between financial conflict and RFS, β = -.67, it was thought that the
inclusion of financial conflict could be masking the associations of the other financial
variables with RFS. Therefore, the direct effects of the three remaining latent variables to
relational financial satisfaction were evaluated without the inclusion of financial conflict.
The alternate model, Model B, is shown in Figure 4, Table 9. Model B had acceptable fit,
χ2 (11, N = 266) = 15.36, p = .20, CFI = .99; RMSEA = .04; TLI = .96. The direct paths
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Figure 3. Standardized Regression Coefficients for Structural Model A: Hypothesized Path Model of Relational Financial Satisfaction.
Note. Error terms and covariances have been omitted for simplicity.
Note. χ2 (28, N=266) = 45.17, p=.06; CFI = .98; RMSEA = .05; TLI=.95; AIC=169.17. t p < .10. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 8
Standardized and Unstandardized Regression Coefficients, Standard Error, Critical Ratios, and p-values for Structural model A:
Hypothesized Path Model of RFS
Parameter
Standardized
Unstandardized
Standard
Critical
p-value
Coefficient
Coefficient
Error
Ratio
Direct Effects
Financial Equality  RFS
.02
.02
.06
.35
.62
Financial Trust  RFS
.06
.09
.20
.42
.70
Financial Communication  RFS
.03
.07
.25
.29
.70
Financial Conflict  RFS
-.67***
-1.10
.25
-4.61
.00
Financial StrainRFS
-.39***
-.62
.08
-7.85
.00
Dedication CommitmentRFS
.43***
.39
.05
8.63
.00
Correlations/Covariances
Equality  Communication
.40
.19***
.06
3.39
.00
Trust  Communication
.43
.12*
.05
2.35
.03
Conflict  Communication
-.60
-.16***
.04
-3.86
.00
Equality  Trust
.45
.24***
.06
4.16
.00
Conflict  Trust
-.54
-.16***
.04
-3.87
.00
Conflict  Equality
-.42
-.22***
.05
-4.81
.00
Note. Fit Indices: χ2 (28, N=266) = 45.17, p=.06; CFI = .98; RMSEA = .05; TLI=.95; AIC=169.17.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Figure 4. Standardized Regression Coefficients for Structural Model B: Alternate Path Model of RFS with Removal of Financial
Conflict.
Note. Error terms and covariances have been omitted for simplicity.
Note. χ2 (11, N=266) = 15.36, p=.20; CFI = .99; RMSEA = .04; TLI = .96; AIC = 101.36.
t
p < .10. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 9
Standardized and Unstandardized Regression Coefficients, Standard Error, Critical Ratios, and p-values for Structural Model B:
Alternate Path Model of RFS with Removal of Financial Conflict
Parameter
Standardized
Unstandardized
Standard
Critical
p-value
Coefficient
Coefficient
Error
Ratio
Direct Effects
Financial Equality  RFS
.09
.08
.09
.98
.38
Financial Trust  RFS
.27
.46
.35
1.40
.18
Financial Communication  RFS
.32
.58
.39
1.64
.13
Financial StrainRFS
-.39***
-.62
.08
-7.85
.00
Dedication CommitmentRFS
.43***
.39
.05
8.63
.00
Correlations/Covariances
Equality  Communication
.40***
.19
.06
3.39
.00
Trust  Communication
.45*
.12
.05
2.34
.03
Equality  Trust
.46***
.24
.06
4.14
.00
Note. Fit Indices: χ2 (11, N=266) = 15.36, p=.20; CFI = .99; RMSEA = .04; TLI = .96; AIC = 101.36.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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from financial strain and dedication commitment to RFS remained significant. However,
the direct effects of the three financial variables on RFS remained nonsignificant. Thus,
further exploration was indicated to explain the relations among the financial variables
with the inclusion of financial conflict.
Equivalent Model, Model C: Indirect Effects of Financial Communication, Trust,
and Equality. The preceding analyses indicated no evidence of a direct path between RFS
and each of the three financial variables: communication, trust and equality. Indirect links
from the financial variables to RFS were explored in an attempt to better understand how
the financial variables may be associated with one another. In Model C, both financial
trust and communication were expected to affect levels of financial conflict and the level
of financial conflict was expected to affect the level of RFS (Figure 5, Table 10). In
addition, financial equality was expected to affect both financial communication and
financial trust, and both financial communication and financial trust were expected to
affect financial conflict. Estimates of Model C, which depict the previously described
mediation model, are displayed in Figure 5. This model had acceptable fit, χ2 (30,
N=266) = 48.00, p=.04, CFI = .98; RMSEA = .05; TLI = .95. There were significant
direct effects of equality on trust (β = .39, p < .001) and communication (β = .50, p<
.001), and significant effects of communication (β = -.45, p < .05) and trust (β = -.47, p<
.05) on financial conflict.
Equivalent Model, Model D: Position Exchange between Financial Conflict and
RFS. It was important to test equivalent models to determine if Model C should be
preferred over mathematically identical models. The one equivalent model that was
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Figure 5. Standardized Regression Coefficients for Structural Model C: Alternate Path Model of RFS with Financial Trust and
Communication as Mediating Variables for Financial Equality to Financial Conflict and Financial Conflict as a Mediating Variable for
Financial Trust and Communication to RFS.
Note. Error terms have been omitted for simplicity. Double lines indicate paths to all manifest variables.
Note. χ2 (30, N=266) = 48.00, p=.04; CFI = .98; RMSEA = .05; TLI= .95; AIC= 168.
tp < .10. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 10
Standardized and Unstandardized Regression Coefficients, Standard Error, Critical Ratios, and p-values for Structural model C:
Alternate Path Model of RFS with Financial Conflict as a Mediating Variable for Financial Trust and Communication, with Financial
Trust and Communication as Mediating Variables for Financial Equality to Financial Conflict
Parameter
Standardized
Unstandardized
Standard
Critical
p-value
Coefficient
Coefficient
Error
Ratio
Direct Effects
Financial Equality  Financial Conflict
.02
.01
.12
.11
.92
Financial Trust  RFS
.06
.10
.21
.46
.67
Financial Communication  RFS
.07
.13
.32
.42
.64
Financial Conflict  RFS
-.66***
-1.07
.29
-3.78
.00
Financial StrainRFS
-.39***
-.62
.08
-7.87
.00
Dedication CommitmentRFS
.43***
.39
.05
8.67
.00
Mediating Effects
EqualityTrust
.45
.26
.06
4.54
.00
EqualityCommunication
.44
.20
.05
3.65
.00
TrustConflict
-.43
-.42
.21
-2.00
.05
CommunicationConflict
-.52
-.65
.28
-2.31
.03
Note. Fit Indices: χ2 (30, N=266) = 48.00, p=.04; CFI = .98; RMSEA = .05; TLI= .95; AIC= 168.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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theoretically relevant and statistically comparable to Model C was Model D (Table 11,
Figure 6). Financial conflict and RFS exchanged positions in this model, essentially
testing RFS as a mediator for trust and communication to financial conflict. This model
suggests that the degree of satisfaction with the degree of trust and communication within
the financial relationship may affect the level of conflict. Model D had acceptable fit, χ2
(30, N=266) = 46.28, p=.06, CFI = .98; RMSEA = .04; TLI = .96, with a significant path
from RFS to financial conflict. However, the paths from trust and communication to RFS
were not significant, suggesting that Model C is better able to capture the associations
among the variables.
Alternate Competing Model, Model E: Replacing RFS with RS. Once our final
model was established (Model C), it was important to address Hypothesis #7 that RFS is
related to but distinct from relationship satisfaction (RS). RFS and RS are indeed related
as indicated by the strong correlation between them (r = .55, p < .001). Thus, we
investigated whether RS was distinct from RFS by replacing RFS with RS in Model C
(Model E, Table 12, Figure 7). If paths to RS were comparable to the paths these
variables had to RFS, then it could be argued that RFS is simply RS. The model fit was
acceptable, χ2 (30, N=266) = 41.38, p=.06, CFI = .98; RMSEA = .04; TLI = .97, but the
paths to RS from the latent financial constructs were nonsignificant signifying that
although the two constructs are related, they are not comprised of the same components.
Alternate Model, Model F: Addition of a Path from RFS to RS
Given the relation between RFS and RS, a model with a direct path from RFS to
RS was examined to determine whether RFS is a part of overall RS. This model fit the
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Table 11
Standardized and Unstandardized Regression Coefficients, Standard Error, Critical Ratios, and p-values for Structural model D:
Alternate Path Model of Model C with RFS and Financial Conflict Switching Locations in the Model
Parameter
Standardized
Unstandardized
Standard
Critical
p-value
Coefficient
Coefficient
Error
Ratio
Direct Effects
Financial Equality RFS
.03
.02
.12
.26
.73
Financial Trust  Financial Conflict
-.10
-.11
.12
-.88
.40
Financial Comm  Financial Conflict
-.09
-.13
.19
-.69
.51
RFS  Financial Conflict
-.84
-.59
.10
-5.86
.00
Financial StrainRFS
-.40
-.63
.07
-7.97
.00
Dedication Comm.RFS
.43
.38
.05
8.65
.00
Mediating Effects
EqualityTrust
.44
.26
.06
4.52
.00
EqualityCommunication
.44
.20
.06
3.6
.00
TrustRFS
.33
.51
.28
1.83
.08
CommunicationRFS
.40
.81
.44
1.93
.06
Note. Fit Indices: χ2 (30, N=266) = 46.28, p=.06; CFI = .98; RMSEA = .04; TLI=.96; AIC=166.28.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

48

Dedication
commitment

Financial
Strain

Financial
Equality
.44***

.44***

.43***

-.40***
.03

Financial
Communication
.40t

Financial
Trust
.33t

Relational
Financial
Satisfaction
-.84***
-.09

-.10
Financial
Conflict

Figure 6. Standardized Regression Coefficients for Structural Model D: Alternate Path Model of Model C with RFS and Financial Conflict
Switching Locations in the Model.
Note. Error terms have been omitted for simplicity. Double lines indicate paths to all manifest variables.
Note. χ2 (30, N=266) = 46.28, p=.06; CFI = .98; RMSEA = .04; TLI=.96; AIC=166.28.
tp < .10. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 12
Standardized and Unstandardized Regression Coefficients, Standard Error, Critical Ratios, and p-values for Structural model E:
Alternate Path Model of Model C with RS Replacing RFS
Parameter
Standardized
Unstandardized
Standard
Critical
p-value
Coefficient
Coefficient
Error
Ratio
Direct Effects
Financial Equality  Financial Conflict
-.06
-.04
.08
-.48
.52
Financial Trust  RS
.26
.48
.27
1.77
.09
Financial Communication  RS
.14
.33
.37
.91
.40
Financial Conflict  RS
.00
.00
.31
-.08
.60
Financial StrainRS
-.12
-.26
.10
-2.73
.01
Dedication CommitmentRS
.66
.78
.05
14.54
.00
Mediating Effects
EqualityTrust
.40
.26
.06
4.63
.00
EqualityCommunication
.41
.20
.06
3.52
.00
TrustConflict
-.37
-.32
.19
-7.10
.08
CommunicationConflict
-.50
-.61
.34
-1.84
.08
Note. Fit Indices: χ2 (30, N=266) = 41.38, p=.06; CFI = .98; RMSEA = .04; TLI=.97; AIC=161.38.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Figure 7. Standardized Regression Coefficients for Structural Model E: Alternate Path Model of Model C with RS Replacing RFS.
Note. Error terms have been omitted for simplicity. Double lines indicate paths to all manifest variables.
Note. χ2 (30, N=266) = 41.38, p=.06; CFI = .98; RMSEA = .04; TLI=.97; AIC=161.38.
tp < .10. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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data, χ2 (41, N=266) = 63.29, p=.05, CFI = .98; RMSEA = .04; TLI = .96, but the
additional path was not significant (Model F, Table 13, Figure 8).
Exploration of Indirect Effects. The preceding analyses revealed indirect links
from equality to conflict mediated by financial communication and trust; and indirect
links from trust and equality to RFS mediated by conflict. To further examine if these
indirect links were significant, a distribution-of-products test was utilized. This approach
to test for indirect effects was used because it has better statistical power and less
likelihood of Type I errors than traditional methods (Fritz & MacKinnon, 2007;
MacKinnon, Lockwood, Hoffman, West, & Sheets, 2002; MacKinnon, Lockwood, &
Williams, 2004).
The distribution-of-products test derives a confidence interval for the indirect
effect based on the asymmetric distribution of the product of two coefficients: a) α, the
effect of the independent variable on the mediator, and b) β, the effect of the mediator on
the dependent variable. Confidence intervals were calculated using the Prodclin software
program (MacKinnon, Fritz, Williams, & Lockwood, 2007). The second generation of
this program, PRODCLIN2, was used in this study. This program allows the user to input
the values of α, β, σα, σβ, and Type I error rate directly into the system and returns the
corresponding asymmetric confidence interval automatically
(http://www.public.asu.edu/~davidpm/ripl/Prodclin). If the confidence interval does not
contain zero, then the mediated effect is significant. The coefficients were derived from
the structural model, Model C. Table 14 presents a summary of the results of these
analyses.
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Table 13
Standardized and Unstandardized Regression Coefficients, Standard Error, Critical Ratios, and p-values for Structural model F:
Alternate Path Model of Model C with Covariance from RFS to RS
Parameter

Standardized
Coefficient

Unstandardized
Coefficient

Standard
Error

Direct Effects
EqualityConflict
-.05
-.02
.08
Financial Conflict  RFS
-.66
-1.07
.26
Financial StrainRFS
-.39
-.63
.08
Dedication CommitmentRFS
.43
.39
.04
Financial ConflictRS
.02
.05
.32
Financial StrainRS
-.12
-.26
.09
Dedication CommitmentRS
.66
.77
.05
TrustRFS
.05
.07
.15
CommunicationRFS
.09
.18
.25
TrustRS
.28
.35
.36
CommunicationRS
.13
.56
.30
Mediating Effects
EqualityTrust
.42
.26
.06
EqualityCommunication
.43
.20
.06
TrustConflict
-.41
-.38
.20
t
CommunicationConflict
-.48
-.59
.33
Covariance of Errors
RFSRS
.31
.07
.03
Note. Fit Indices: χ2 (41, N=266) = 63.29, p=.05; CFI = .98; RMSEA = .04; TLI=.96; AIC=189.29.
t
p < .10. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Critical
Ratio

p-value

-.49
-4.24
-7.97
8.65
.09
-2.75
14.59
.48
.70
.98
1.89

.52
.00
.00
.00
.61
.01
.00
.67
.46
.36
.06

4.56
3.61
-1.95
-1.81

.00
.00
.06
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2.03

.09

Dedication
commitment

Financial
Strain

Financial
Equality
.42***

.43***
.43***
.66***

-.05

Financial
Communication
-.48 t

Financial
Trust
-.41t

.09
Financial
Conflict

.13

.05

-.66***

.02
.28t

Relational
Financial
Satisfaction

Relationship
Satisfaction

error

Figure 8.

error
.31t

54

-.12*
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Figure 8. Standardized Regression Coefficients for Structural Model F: Alternate Path Model of Model C with Covariance from RFS
to RS.
Note. Error terms have been omitted for simplicity. Double arrows indicate paths to all manifest variables.
Note. χ2 (41, N=266) = 63.29, p=.05; CFI = .98; RMSEA = .04; TLI=.96; AIC=189.29.
t
p < .10. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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Table 14
Product of Coefficient Analyses Examining Financial Variables as Mediators
Independent
Mediator
Dependent Variable
α
σα
Variable
(M)
(DV)
IVM
(IV)
Financial Equality
Financial
Financial Conflict
.20
.06
Communication
2
Change in χ when direct path eliminated from the model = .01ns.
Financial Equality

Financial Trust

Financial Conflict

β
MDV

σβ

CI
Product

IV-DV
Total

-.65

.28

-.28, -.02

-.38***

IVDV
Partial
.01

.26

.06

-.42

.21

-.23, -.004

-.38***

.01

Financial
Financial
Relational Financial
-.65
Communication
Conflict
Satisfaction
Change in χ2 when direct path eliminated from the model = .92ns.

.28

-1.07

.29

.10, 1.49

.40***

.13

Change in χ2 when direct path eliminated from the model = .01ns.

Financial Trust

Financial
Relational Financial
-.42
.21
-1.07
.29 .02, 1.01
.38*** .09
Conflict
Satisfaction
Change in χ2 when direct path eliminated from the model = 1.17ns.
Note: Unstandardized betas are presented. IV-DV Total = total effect of the independent variable on the dependent variable. IV-DV
Partial = direct effect of the independent variable on the dependent variable after accounting for the mediator. CI Product = confidence
interval of the product.
***
p < .001. ** p ≤ .01. * p < .05. ns = non-significant.
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Financial conflict mediates the relations of both trust and communication to RFS,
p < .001. Trust and communication mediate the association between equality and conflict,
p < 001. A full mediation model was tested by constraining each of the direct paths (from
financial equality to financial conflict, from financial trust to RFS, and from financial
communication to RFS) to zero one at a time. Each model provided a good fit to the data
and because these models were nested, their fit was directly compared by chi-square
difference tests. Changes in chi-square, ∆χ2 = .01-1.17, p = .28 - .92, indicated that the
fully mediated models provided a similar fit to the data as the partially mediated models.
In line with parsimony, the fully mediated models are preferred.
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Discussion
The objective of the current investigation was to enhance our understanding of the
factors that contribute to cohabiting couples’ relational financial satisfaction (RFS). RFS
is defined in this study as the contentment an individual has with how financial issues are
handled within his or her domestic romantic partnership and was found to be related to,
but distinct from, relationship satisfaction (RS). Findings revealed that financial conflict
was the only financial variable to be directly related to RFS. Several financial variables
were indirectly related to RFS.
The relationship between conflict and both RFS and RS is consistent with prior
studies that have shown conflict to be negatively linked to relationship satisfaction
(Gottman, 1994; Heavey et al.1993; Markman et al. 1993; Noller & White, 1990).
However, the current study did more than just replicate this link. To our knowledge, this
study was the first to identify: 1) a unique aspect of relationship satisfaction related to the
financial relationship (RFS); 2) aspects of the financial relationship that contribute to
financial conflict; and 3) a structural model of these relations that was both theoretically
conceivable and relatively consistent with the data. The implications of this model will be
discussed in the following sections. It is important to acknowledge at the onset that
alternative models are plausible, and thus, causal assertions are qualified to indicate the
possibility of alternative conclusions.
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Financial Conflict
Money was identified as a top relationship problem, second only to problems with
communication, replicating prior findings that money is one of the top relationship
problems cited in married and cohabiting relationships (Burns, 1984; Cleck & Pearson,
1985; Hseuh, 2009; Kitson, 1992; Oggins, 2003; Storaasli & Markman, 1990; Stanley et
al. 2002). Similar to previous studies, the more problematic money was in the
relationship (Gottman, 1994; Stanley et al. 2002), and the greater the financial strain
within the relationship (Conger et al. 1990; Conger & Elder, 1994; Freeman et al. 1993),
the more participants reported use of negative styles of conflict resolution. Finally, the
more one’s partner was perceived to be financially irresponsible, the more money was
considered a problem in the present cohabiting sample. Financial conflict has been
previously linked to the perception of one’s partner as financially irresponsible in married
couples (Amato & Rogers, 1997; Aniol & Snyder, 1997).
As anticipated, financial conflict was negatively related to relational financial
satisfaction (RFS). Those who cite money as a top relationship problem, report their
partner to be financially irresponsible, and engage in detrimental conflict patterns such as
escalation, withdrawal or compliance or whose partners engage in such patterns during
financial arguments may understandably develop a negative attitude toward their
financial relationship. However, less satisfaction with the financial relationship may also
promote financial conflict.
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Financial Trust
Trust in romantic relationships is the perception that one's partner is honest
(Larzelere & Huston, 1980). Trust is a necessary component of relationship development
(Welch, Rivera, Conway, Yonkowski, Lubton & Giancola, 2005) and has been linked to
levels of commitment within romantic relationships (Lazerlere & Huston, 1980). To our
knowledge, specific areas of trust in domestic romantic partnerships have yet to be
investigated, including trust in the financial realm of the relationship, hereafter referred to
as financial trust. However, findings in the current study indicate that financial trust is
positively related to dedication commitment in cohabiting couples.
As predicted, financial trust was negatively related to financial conflict. Those
with more trust in the financial relationship may be more likely to give their partner the
benefit of the doubt should financial misunderstandings occur, a behavior likely to
contribute to lower levels of conflict. Those with less trust in the financial relationship
may be more likely to actively question their partner’s honesty, a behavior that may result
in higher levels of financial conflict.
It was predicted that financial trust would be directly and positively related to
RFS. However, the relationship between financial trust and RFS was found to be fully
mediated by financial conflict, suggesting that the level of trust affects RFS only if it
affects financial conflict. One explanation for the lack of a direct effect is that the degree
of financial disclosure expected by partners in a cohabiting relationship may vary
considerably across couples. Some cohabiting couples may expect a high level of
disclosure or intend to make joint investments, whereas others may not expect to do so. If
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partners’ expectations regarding issues of financial disclosure and joint investments are
aligned, conflict regarding financial trust is less likely to occur. Therefore, only when
financial trust leads to conflict does it impact the level of RFS.
Financial Communication
One aspect of the financial communication factor was the degree to which couples
had discussed financial arrangements prior to moving in together. Findings revealed that
the less couples had discussed financial arrangements prior to cohabiting, the more they
cited money as a problem in the relationship, the less able they were to utilize problemsolving during financial conflicts, and the less satisfied they were with the financial
relationship (RFS). Those who discuss finances prior to cohabiting may be better
prepared to handle miscommunications or disagreements about finances as they likely
have previously identified expectations about the financial relationship. These findings
provide support for inertia theory, which states that couples who make relationship
transitions without discussing how the transitions will impact their relationship, will be at
risk for a reduction in relationship quality (Stanley et al. 2006).
As predicted, financial communication was negatively related to financial
conflict. This was consistent with prior studies that have shown positive communication
and conflict in romantic couples to be negatively related (Gottman, 1994, Kurdek, 1994;
Sanford, 2006). The current finding adds to the previous literature by showing that the
relationship between conflict and communication also applies to the topic of finances in
particular. Those with greater ability to approach financial disagreements in a
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constructive, problem-solving manner are more likely to arrive at satisfactory solutions
and less likely to experience financial conflict.
It was predicted that financial communication would be directly and positively
related to RFS. However, the relationship between financial communication and RFS was
found to be fully mediated by financial conflict, suggesting that the quality of
communication only affects RFS if it impacts the level of financial conflict. Similar to the
above comments about cohabiters having varying expectations of financial trust,
cohabiters may also have having varying expectations regarding financial
communication. Some cohabiters may not expect to discuss or problem-solve financial
issues with their partner, whereas other cohabiters may expect a high level of
communication about financial matters. Therefore, only when financial communication
leads to conflict does it impact RFS.
Financial Equality
Findings indicate that the equality of incomes and the equality of expense
allocation are related, but the factor of financial equality is not simply a matter of partners
having equal incomes. In fact, partners who split their expenses 50/50 actually had
income differentials ranging from $5,000-50,000. Less than one-fifth of the current
sample reported splitting expenses equally. Results show that having equal influence in
financial decisions is a stronger indicator of financial equality than equality of expense
allocation.
As predicted, financial equality was positively related to financial trust. Those
who report greater financial equality may have higher levels of trust because each partner
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is taking on similar financial risk (Brines & Joyner, 1999) and has similar influence in
how money will be budgeted and spent. Partners more equally involved in the financial
process are sharing not only the responsibility of how things are working financially, but
also the financial burden. This sharing of financial responsibility may influence
cohabiters to be more forthcoming about finances.
As predicted, financial equality was positively related to financial
communication. The degree to which expense allocation and financial decision-making is
balanced within a relationship is likely to be somewhat dependent on the partners’ ability
to problem-solve. In addition, partners engaging in more financial communication will
likely have more knowledge of one another’s financial situation and how expenses are
distributed and thus, may be better able to establish a balance in financial expense
allocation. Finally, communication about finances prior to cohabitation was related to
financial equality. This may indicate that early communication sets a precedent that both
partners will be involved with financial decisions, influencing the level of equality
practiced in the financial relationship.
It was predicted that financial equality would be directly and positively related to
RFS. However, there was no direct relationship between equality and RFS. Instead, there
was an indirect relationship between financial equality and financial conflict, fully
mediated by financial trust and financial communication. Therefore, conflict may only
result when this balance or imbalance is related to a violation of trust or a reduction in
communication between partners. In other words, a discrepancy in expense allocation and
decision-making may not be viewed as unsatisfactory unless related to trust and
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communication expectations not being met. Therefore, when issues of financial equality
affect the degree of trust and communication within the financial relationship, conflict is
affected, ultimately affecting RFS.
Relational Financial Satisfaction vs. Relationship Satisfaction
The current study isolated the satisfaction one experiences within the financial
realm of his or her relationship (RFS) from the much broader construct of relationship
satisfaction (RS). Prior studies have shown financial disagreement to be linked to a
reduction in general relationship satisfaction and an increase in relationship dissolution
(Cano et al. 2002; Gottman, 1994; Heavey, et al. 1993; Markman et al. 1993; Noller &
White, 1990; Stanley, et. al, 2002; Terling-Watt, 2001). Financial conflict may heighten
during times of global distress within a relationship or may contribute to the distress in
the relationship. However, findings in the current study indicate that financial conflict
does not result in the direct reduction of RS. Instead, financial conflict is related to a
reduction in RFS. This finding indicates an interim step in the relationship between
financial conflict and RS, providing hope to those couples who have high levels of
financial conflict. Financial conflict does not necessarily indicate that the entire
relationship is in distress, but rather that the financial relationship could use some
attention. Nonetheless, results indicated that RFS and RS were related, suggesting some
overlap among these constructs. Therefore, those who have low RFS may experience
some decrease in overall RS, but this does not mean that the entire relationship is
unsatisfactory.
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Financial Strain
Financial strain was directly related to RFS and RS. Financial strain can have
detrimental effects on individuals within a couple and on a couple’s overall functioning
due to an increase in stress associated with financial burden. Financial strain, more than
income, education and occupation, has been shown in previous studies to be closely
linked to a reduction in marital quality (Clark-Nicolas & Gray-Little, 1991; Dakin &
Wampler, 2008). Current findings replicated and extended these findings to cohabiting
couples, by showing financial strain to be directly related to both RFS and RS.
Financial strain was negatively related to discussing finances before moving in
together. Couples with more financial strain may have less choice in terms of how
financial arrangements will be handled and therefore may not consider discussion of
finances necessary. Couples with greater financial strain may also become stressed during
discussions of finances and therefore may avoid such discussion in order to avoid the
stress.
Dedication Commitment
Dedication commitment was directly related to RFS and RS. Couples who are
more dedicated to one another are thought to have a stronger desire to maintain or
improve the quality of their relationship as they anticipate being together in the future
(Stanley & Markman, 1992). Thus, those with greater dedication commitment may also
put forth effort to improve the quality of their financial relationship and may therefore be
more satisfied. Ambivalence about remaining in the current relationship over the longterm may be related to less motivation to change unsatisfactory qualities of the financial
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relationship. Leaving current areas of dissatisfaction in the financial relationship
unchanged will likely result in decreased RFS. Lower levels of dedication commitment
may indicate greater ambiguity in partners’ expectations for what cohabitation represents
in the course of their relationship. Couples who are more dedicated to the relationship are
typically clearer about the nature of their relationship and more secure about the
continuation of the relationship in the long term, and likely more satisfied. However,
lower satisfaction within the financial relationship may reduce one’s dedication to the
relationship as discontent may lead to a reduction in one’s investment in the continuation
of an unpleasant relationship experience.
Higher levels of commitment are thought to promote relationship maintenance
behaviors such as constructive conflict resolution (Rusbult & Van Lange, 1996). Indeed,
dedication commitment was positively related to problem-solving and negatively related
to financial conflict in the current study. This finding is consistent with prior
investigations that have shown commitment and conflict to be negatively related (Stanley
et al. 2004).
Dedication commitment was also positively related to a balance of financial
decision-making. As mentioned before, cohabiters tend toward egalitarianism (Kaufman,
2000) and the notion that romantic relationships should consist of a partnership between
equals (Vogler et al. 2006). Thus, more dedicated cohabiters may value one another’s
opinions on financial matters and make a larger effort to make financial decisions
together.
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Demographic and Relationship Characteristics
There were no hypotheses made in the current study surrounding the demographic
and relationship characteristics of the participants and RFS due to the lack of existing
research from which to extrapolate. In addition, the size of the current sample reduced the
ability to make meaningful comparisons among groups. It was especially hard to interpret
the differences between ethnic minorities and Caucasian populations as there were so few
ethnic minorities. However, in future studies, it will be important to investigate
differences related to ethnicity, gender, income levels, sexual orientation, prior
cohabitation experiences and couples with and without children. Nonetheless, there are a
few comments to be made regarding the younger participants in the current study.
Younger participants had several positive outcomes that provide hope for the
current generation of cohabiting couples, including: 1) greater RS and RFS; 2) greater
equality in financial decision-making; and 3) greater likelihood of having discussed
finances before moving in together. The younger generation of cohabiting couples, being
more aware than prior generations that the important issue of money is likely to impact
the quality of their relationships, may be more willing and able to discuss finances with
each other and more valuing of one another’s opinions during financial decision-making.
Clinical Implications
Money has been highlighted by the media and the academic community as a
leading cause of conflict and dissolution in domestic romantic partnerships (Cano, et al.
2002; Gottman, 1994; Heavey, et al. 1993; Markman, et. al, 1993; Stanley, et al. 2004;
Noller & White, 1990; Opdyke, 2009; Stanley, et. al, 2002; Terling-Watt, 2001). The
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results from the current study strongly suggest that cohabiting couples would benefit
from learning how to anticipate and manage financial conflict. Clinicians should be
aware that issues of trust, communication, equality and strain as they relate to the
financial relationship, taken together with dedication commitment, are key components of
financial conflict. Interventions should likely include conflict resolution strategies that
promote safe and constructive problem-solving of financial disagreement. Therapists may
want to focus on the reduction in frequency and intensity of the couple’s financial
conflict in the home. Skills-based couples’ therapy found in Howard Markman and Scott
Stanley’s Prevention and Relationship Enhancement Program (PREP), would be
recommended. Trust and communication issues will likely need to be addressed, as well
as the couple’s beliefs about equality in the financial relationship.
Limitations and Future Directions
Several limitations must be discussed as they impact the generalizability of the
current findings. First, the current sample had limited diversity, predominantly comprised
of heterosexual, white females. The sample was too small to examine differences across
ethnicity, gender, or sexual orientation.
Second, national estimates suggest that heterosexual, cohabiting relationships
generally dissolve or become marriages within the first two years after the onset of
cohabitation (Bumpass & Lu, 2000). Rates of dissolution do not differ for gay and lesbian
couples versus cohabiting, heterosexual couples (Kurdek, 2005). Relationships in the
current study averaged almost 4 years in length after moving in together and over 2.5
years in length prior to cohabitation. This sample may be overrepresented by couples who
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took more time to make the decision to move in together and have lived together longer,
possibly as an alternative to marriage.
Third, the participants in this study were a convenience sample collected over the
Internet by those self-selecting individuals who had the time and interest to complete the
study. Future investigations would be improved if researchers are able to access a more
representative sample of cohabiting populations. Accessing cohabiting couples is
challenging because there is no registry. Automated telephone calling may be the best
approach to reaching a larger sample.
Fourth, self-report measures of only one partner’s perspective were used. This
was an acceptable first step in the investigation of RFS and did capture the participant’s
perception of the financial relationship. Additional methods of examining RFS, including
the comparison of both partners’ data and observational data will be important in future
research, especially since many of the interpretations of the results allude to differing
expectations between partners.
Additional measures will provide several more indicators to the latent constructs.
Three of the four latent constructs in the present study had only two indicators. Because
factors with fewer than two indicators are more prone to estimation problems, it is
advised that each latent construct have three or more indicators. Fortunately, the larger
sample size and reliability of each scale in the current study provided sufficient factor
loadings and an acceptable model fit. Thus, the current study presents preliminary
evidence that the Money Management Questionnaire provides a valid means of
measuring aspects of cohabiting couples’ financial relationships.
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Fifth, this study was cross-sectional in nature, making causal inferences about the
direction of the relations between financial variables and relational financial satisfaction
impossible. Therefore, longitudinal studies are strongly recommended in order for causal
inferences to be drawn. Such investigations would prove useful as couples’ experiences
during cohabitation may impact the quality of their relationship in the long-term (Brown
& Booth, 1996, Kline et al. 2004; Stanley et al. 2006). Understanding how financial
components of the cohabiting relationship may impact future functioning may guide
clinical intervention and recommendations for therapists when treating cohabiting
couples.
Sixth, it would be important to examine this model in a sample of married
couples. Cohabiting couples and married couples overlap in terms of relationship
problems (Doss et al. 2009) and rates of disagreement in their relationship (Brown &
Booth, 1996; Nock, 1995; Skinner, Bahr, Crane, & Call, 2002; Stafford et al. 2004).
Cohabiting and married couples commonly argue about money and communication
(Stanley et al. 2002; Storaasli & Markman, 1990). Thus, it is quite possible that the same
model will apply to married couples. However, cohabiters tend to have lower levels of
dedication commitment and are more likely to end their relationships than are married
couples. The financial relationship of couples may be constructed differently when
couples are legally bound to one another.
Conclusion
Given the current economic climate, financial issues will likely continue to be a
primary area of stress and conflict in domestic romantic relationships. This study has
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uncovered vital components to consider in the assessment and treatment of couples’
financial relationships. It is hoped that the findings presented in this paper will contribute
to continued research in the area of romantic financial relationships. In addition, it is
hoped that this study will contribute to the financial discussion of couples who will or
have already begun to cohabit.
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